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the Comptroller General shall submit a re-
port on the results of the study required
under this section to—

(1) the Committee on Banking, Housing,
and Urban Affairs of the Senate;

(2) the Committee on Financial Services of
the House of Representatives; and

(3) the Financial Stability Oversight Coun-
cil.

(d) COUNCIL REPORT OF ACTION.—Not later
than 6 months after the date of receipt of the
report from the Comptroller General under
subsection (c), the Financial Stability Over-
sight Council shall submit a report to the
Committee on Banking, Housing, and Urban
Affairs of the Senate and the Committee on
Financial Services of the House of Rep-
resentatives on actions taken in response to
the report, including any recommendations
issued to the National Credit Union Adminis-
tration under section 120 of the Dodd-Frank
Wall Street Reform and Consumer Protec-
tion Act (12 U.S.C. 5330).

The bill was ordered to be read a
third time, was read the third time,
and passed, and a motion to reconsider
was laid on the table.

——————

CELEBRATING 130 YEARS OF
UNITED STATES-ROMANIAN DIP-
LOMATIC RELATIONS

Mr. KLEIN of Florida. Madam Speak-
er, I ask unanimous consent that the
Committee on Foreign Affairs be dis-
charged from further consideration of
the concurrent resolution (S. Con. Res.
67) celebrating 130 years of United
States-Romanian diplomatic relations,
congratulating the Romanian people
on their achievements as a great na-
tion, and reaffirming the deep bonds of
trust and values between the United
States and Romania, a trusted and
most valued ally, and ask for its imme-
diate consideration in the House.

The Clerk read the title of the con-
current resolution.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Florida?

There was no objection.

The text of the concurrent resolution
is as follows:

S. CON. RES. 67

Whereas the United States established dip-
lomatic relations with Romania in June 1880;

Whereas the United States and Romania
are two countries united by shared values
and a strong commitment to freedom, de-
mocracy, and prosperity;

Whereas Romania has shown, for the past
20 years, remarkable leadership in advancing
security and democratic principles in East-
ern Europe, the Western Balkans, and the
Black Sea region, and has amply partici-
pated to the forging of a wider Europe, whole
and free;

Whereas Romania’s commitment to meet-
ing the greatest responsibilities and chal-
lenges of the 21st century is and has been re-
flected by its contribution to the inter-
national efforts of stabilization in Afghani-
stan and Iraq, its decision to participate in
the United States missile defense system in
Europe, its leadership in regional non-
proliferation and arms control, its active
pursuit of energy security solutions for
South Eastern Europe, and its substantial
role in shaping a strong and effective North
Atlantic Alliance;

Whereas the strategic partnership that ex-
ists between the United States and Romania
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has greatly advanced the common interests
of the United States and Romania in pro-
moting transatlantic and regional security
and free market opportunities, and should
continue to provide for more economic and
cultural exchanges, trade and investment,
and people-to-people contacts between the
United States and Romania;

Whereas the talent, energy, and creativity
of the Romanian people have nurtured a vi-
brant society and nation, embracing entre-
preneurship, technological advance and inno-
vation, and rooted deeply in the respect for
education, culture, and international co-
operation; and

Whereas Romanian Americans have con-
tributed greatly to the history and develop-
ment of the United States, and their rich
cultural heritage and commitment to fur-
thering close relations between Romania and
the United States should be properly recog-
nized and praised: Now, therefore, be it

Resolved by the Senate (the House of Rep-
resentatives concurring), That Congress—

(1) celebrates the 130th anniversary of
United States-Romanian diplomatic rela-
tions;

(2) congratulates the Romanian people on
their achievements as a great nation; and

(3) reaffirms the deep bonds of trust and
values between the United States and Roma-
nia.

The concurrent resolution was con-
curred in.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

———

REMOVAL CLARIFICATION ACT OF
2010

Mr. JOHNSON of Georgia. Madam
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that
the Committee on the Judiciary be dis-
charged from further consideration of
the bill (H.R. 6560) to amend title 28,
United States Code, to clarify and im-
prove certain provisions relating to the
removal of litigation against Federal
officers or agencies to Federal courts,
and for other purposes, and ask for its
immediate consideration in the House.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Georgia?

There was no objection.

The text of the bill is as follows:

H. R. 6560

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of America
in Congress assembled,

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Removal
Clarification Act of 2010™.

SEC. 2. REMOVAL OF CERTAIN LITIGATION TO
FEDERAL COURTS.

(a) CLARIFICATION OF INCLUSION OF CERTAIN
TYPES OF PROCEEDINGS.—Section 1442 of title
28, United States Code, is amended—

(1) in subsection (a), in the matter pre-
ceding paragraph (1)—

(A) by inserting ‘‘that is’’ after ‘‘or crimi-
nal prosecution’;

(B) by inserting ‘‘and that is” after ‘“‘in a
State court”; and

(C) by inserting
“‘against’’; and

(2) by adding at the end the following:

‘“(c) As used in subsection (a), the terms
‘civil action’ and ‘criminal prosecution’ in-
clude any proceeding (whether or not ancil-
lary to another proceeding) to the extent
that in such proceeding a judicial order, in-

“or directed to” after
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cluding a subpoena for testimony or docu-
ments, is sought or issued. If removal is
sought for a proceeding described in the pre-
vious sentence, and there is no other basis
for removal, only that proceeding may be re-
moved to the district court.”.

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—Section
1442(a) of title 28, United States Code, is
amended—

(1) in paragraph (1)—

(A) by striking ‘‘capacity for’’ and insert-
ing ‘‘capacity, for or relating to’’; and

(B) by striking ‘‘sued’’; and

(2) in each of paragraphs (3) and (4), by in-
serting ‘‘or relating to’’ after ‘‘for’.

(¢c) APPLICATION OF TIMING REQUIREMENT.—
Section 1446 of title 28, United States Code,
is amended by adding at the end the fol-
lowing:

‘“(g) Where the civil action or criminal
prosecution that is removable under section
1442(a) is a proceeding in which a judicial
order for testimony or documents is sought
or issued or sought to be enforced, the 30-day
requirement of subsections (b) and (c) is sat-
isfied if the person or entity desiring to re-
move the proceeding files the notice of re-
moval not later than 30 days after receiving,
through service, notice of any such pro-
ceeding.”’.

(1) REVIEWABILITY ON APPEAL.—Section
1447(d) of title 28, United States Code, is
amended by inserting 1442 or’” Dbefore
41443,

SEC. 3. PAYGO COMPLIANCE.

The budgetary effects of this Act, for the
purpose of complying with the Statutory
Pay-As-You-Go Act of 2010, shall be deter-
mined by reference to the latest statement
titled ‘‘Budgetary Effects of PAYGO Legisla-
tion” for this Act, submitted for printing in
the Congressional Record by the Chairman of
the House Budget Committee, provided that
such statement has been submitted prior to
the vote on passage.

Mr. JOHNSON of Georgia. Madam Speaker,
the Removal Clarification Act of 2010 will en-
able Federal officials—Federal officers, in the
words of the statute—to remove cases filed
against them to Federal court in accordance
with the spirit and intent of the current Federal
officer removal statute.

Under the Federal officer removal statute,
28 U.S.C. 1442(a), Federal officers are able to
remove a case out of State court and into
Federal court when it involves the Federal offi-
cer's exercise of his or her official responsibil-
ities.

However, more than 40 States have pre-suit
discovery procedures that require individuals
to submit to deposition or respond to dis-
covery requests even when a civil action has
not yet been filed.

Courts are split on whether the current Fed-
eral officer removal statute applies to pre-suit
discovery. This means that Federal officers
can be forced to litigate in State court despite
the Federal statute’s contrary intent.

This bill will clarify that a Federal officer may
remove any legally enforceable demand for
his or her testimony or documents, if the basis
for contesting the demand has to do with the
officer’'s exercise of his or her official respon-
sibilities. It will also allow for appeal to the
Federal circuit court if the district court re-
mands the matter back to the State court over
the objection of the Federal officer.

When a similar bill passed the House in
July, | explained that the bill will not result in
the removal of the entire case when a Federal
officer is merely served with a discovery re-
quest. The version of the bill we consider
today reflects refinements proposed by the
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